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John Bechtold takes reins of
Education/Licensing Division

John Bechtold has been named Di-
rector of the Department’s Education

and Licensing Division, replacing
Jonathan Wallick.

Mr. Bechtold served as Assistant
Director for Education since August
1995.

John is a licensed real estate broker
(California, 1989-1993, Arizona, 1994-
1995) who worked for Troon Real
Estate Corporation in Scottsdale as a
broker before joining the Department in
December 1995 as Assistant Director-
Education, under the late Don Vance.

He received a bachelor’s degree in
political science from the University of
Notre Dame, studied law at the Uni-
versity of San Francisco and attended
post-graduate studies at the University
of Arizona and Stanford University grad-
uate schools.John Bechtold

Revised forms
available

CostCo, the discount membership
club, has disclosed that it will offer

members who buy and sell real estate
through its “Executive Membership Pro-
gram” a cash rebate, paid from real
estate commissions, at close of escrow.
The Department has received numerous
inquiries as to the legality of this nation-
wide plan. 

AmeriNet Financial Systems, Inc.,
the real estate arm of the club, will refer
prospective buyers and sellers to a local
real estate broker who will serve as the
buyer’s or seller’s broker and pay a por-
tion of the commission on the
transaction to Amerinet. A portion of
this commission is then rebated to the
buyer or seller.

At first, there appeared to be a se-
rious problem here. We could not
determine that AmeriNet was licensed
as a real estate broker. So, it appeared
that any Arizona broker who paid a por-
tion of a commission to the company
was in violation of A.R.S. § 32-2163
which states, “It is unlawful for any li-
censed broker in this state to employ or
compensate, directly or indirectly, any
person for performing any of the acts
within the scope of this chapter if the
person is not also a licensed broker in
this state, or a salesperson licensed
under broker employing or compen-
sating him, except that a licensed
broker in this state may pay compen-
sation to and receive compensation
from a broker lawfully operating in an-
other state.”

As it turned out, AmeriNet is li-
censed as a real estate broker in
California, and rebates to AmeriNet by
Arizona brokers are legal.

Commission 
rebates to 

CostCo are legal 

The following forms have been re-
vised and are available from the

Department and may be downloaded
from our web site (www.adre.org) or
from our Fax Response Service.
• LI-200 Broker Change Form
• LI-202 Salesperson/AB Change Form
• LI-203 Saleperson/AB Renewal Form
• LI-204 Designated Broker Renewal
• LI-211 Temporary Cemetery Sales-
person’s License Employing Broker
Affidavit
• LI-220 Membership Camping Sales-
person’s Certificate of Convenience
Employing Broker Affidavit
• LI-235 Licensee’s Confidential Infor-
mation Registration (new)

Please destroy old versions of the
forms

The following courses, to be pre-
sented at the National Association

of Realtors® convention November 15—
17 in New Orleans, are each approved
for three hours Arizona continuing ed-
ucation credit:
“Issues for Foreign Buyers of U.S. Real Es-
tate” (General)
“Consumer Red Flags: What’s Important to
Buyers” (Environmental)
“Right or Wrong? It’s a Matter of Choice”
(General)
“Put Your Trust in Antitrust Awareness”
(Real Estate Law)
Understanding Brokerage Relationships”
(Agency Law)
Advanced Buyer Agency Skills” (Agency
Law)

NAR courses
OK’d for credit
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Two formal opinions handed down by
the Arizona Attorney General should

be of interest to Arizona real estate li-
censees. The following is the text of
those opinions:

Federal Notarial Acts (197-011):
Secretary of State Jane Hull asked
whether notarial acts are valid in Arizona
when performed by individuals autho-
rized by federal law for members of the
armed forces and people eligible to re-
ceive legal assistance. We conclude that
notarial acts in Arizona under the au-
thority of federal law are valid even
though state law does not expressly rec-
ognize federal notaries.

The Legislature has defined a notary
public as a person commissioned to per-
form notarial acts pursuant to A.R.S. §§
41-312 to 41-323 and the Secretary of
State appoints notaries public. Many
states specifically recognize federally
authorized notarial acts performed with-
in their boundaries. Arizona recognizes
notarial acts by U.S. military if they’re
performed outside the state. But no Ari-
zona statute expressly recognizes
notarial acts performed under federal
authority inside Arizona’s boundaries.

In 1984, Congress conferred the
general powers of a notary public on
specific military and civilian personnel to
serve members of the armed forces and
others eligible for legal assistance. Be-
cause congress has the power to pass
laws governing the military and protect
the unique federal interests in military
matters, Arizona must recognize the au-
thority legitimately conferred by
Congress on federal notaries public.”
(Issued August 15, 1997)

Homeowner Association Meetings
(197-012)
Rep. Jerry Overton asked whether a
homeowners association board of a
planned community can meet informal-

ly to discuss, but not vote on or approve,
board matters without providing notice
to association members and giving them
the opportunity to attend. We conclude
that the legislative directive in A.R.S. §
33-1804 prohibits a quorum of the board
from meeting to discuss board business
unless it provides notice to the associa-
tion’s members and an opportunity for
them to attend the meetings.

In 1994, the Legislature enacted
A.R.S. §§ 33-1801 through 33-1807 to
govern the meetings held by an associ-
ation or board of a planned community.
According to A.R.S. § 33-1804, all meet-
ings of an association and its board must
be open to all association members, and
all members must be permitted to attend
and listen to the deliberations and pro-
ceedings, with certain limited
exceptions—including personnel mat-
ters. The statute requires association
members to be given at least 48 hours
notice of a board meeting—by newslet-
ter, conspicuous posting or other
reasonable means.

Confusion has arisen over the ap-
plicability of the Open Meeting Law,
A.R.S. §§ 38-431 to 38-431.09, to home-
owners associations. The law applies
only to public bodies and homeowner as-
sociation boards are not public bodies.
A.R.S. § 33-1801, however, is a special-
ized open-meeting law and the intent
behind it parallels the intent behind the
Open Meeting Law, which is to open the
conduct of government business to the
public’s scrutiny and to prohibit deci-
sion making in secret. Informal meetings
of a quorum—even where no formal
vote is taken—may allow crystallization
of decisions to a point just short of cer-
emonial acceptance. Thus, interpreting
A.R.S. § 33-1804 to allow a board to
meet informally without providing notice
to association members subverts the
law. (Issued August 18, 1997)

Attorney General’s opinions
affect real estate licensees

An article beginning on page 2 of the
August issue of the Arizona Real

Estate Bulletin, “The Perils of ‘One-
Stop’ Real Estate Shopping Centers,”
contained a statement that “...a loan of-
ficer may not receive compensation for
rendering services as a real estate bro-
ker or real estate salesperson unles...the

loan office is an employee of a duly li-
censed mortgage broker.”

The article should have stated, “...a
loan officer may not receive compensa-
tion for rendering services as a real
estate broker or real estate salesperson
unless:
1. The loan officer is licensed as an Ari-
zona real estate broker or real estate

The Department is seeking a Business
Service Officer. The person will direct
and manage various programs for the
Department that are substantial in
scope and complexity and have signif-
icant monetary and public impact.

The position, which is not covered
by the Arizona State Services Merit Sys-
tem Rules, pays between $33,265 and
$54,144, depending on experience.

The Business Services Officer
serves as the Department’s chief ac-
counting, financial, procurement, fixed
assets and human resources officer,
and its risk manager.

Other duties include procurement,
inventory and annual preparation of
the Department’s Comprehensive An-
nual Financial Report.

A candidate should have extensive
management experience and knowl-
edge of laws and rules relating to the
areas of responsibilty. Experience work-
ing with main-frame accounting
programs and human resources soft-
ware is helpful.

Interested applicants should submit
a detailed and comprehensive work his-
tory to Deputy Commissioner, Arizona
Department of Real Estate, 2910 N.
44th Street, Phoenix AZ 85018.

Department
seeks business 
services officer

salesperson; and
2. The loan officer discloses to the
person from whom compensation is
collected that the loan officer is also
being compensated for rendering ser-
vices as a real estate broker or
salesperson...”

The Editor regrets any confu-
sion this error may have caused.

Correction

The Department’s World Wide Web
site was visited by 12,000 people

between April 10 and September 25,
1997, an average of 387 visitors each
day.

Of the 12,000 visitors, 10,216, or 85
percent, moved past the home page to
the Table of Contents. The most popu-

ADRE web site visited
by 12,000 in 169 days

Continued on page 12
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News From The
Commissioner

Jerry Holt

More About the 
Buyer-Broker Agreement
I want to dispel a rumor that has some-
how begun circulating in the real estate
community concerning the buyer’s broker
agreement. As explained in the August
issue of the Bulletin, an amendment to
A.R.S. § 32-2151.02(A), enacted by the
1997 Legislature, requires that a buyer’s
broker agreement must be in writing and
contain the same information as a listing
agreement.

The question that arose when this
legislation was enacted was when must
the agreement be put in writing and
signed by the buyer and the salesperson or
broker. To clarify the requirement of the
statute, I have issued the following state-
ment:

“It is our position that the amend-
ment was not intended to prescribe the
exact point in a buyer-broker relationship
in which the parties must enter into an
agreement. Rather, the changes merely
mandate that when the parties have an
agreement, it must meet certain require-
ments. We believe that there is a buyer’s
broker employment agreement within the
meaning of the statute when a buyer and
broker agree that the broker represents
the buyer and the buyer is obligated to
the broker. It is at this point in the rela-
tionship that the contractual requirements
of the statute become applicable.”

One real estate salesperson told a
Department representative that her bro-
ker told her that, “The Commissioner has
rescinded the buyer-broker agreement re-
quirement.” While the Commissioner has
relatively broad powers, they do not in-
clude rescinding legislation.

ADRE Does It Again
While attending the annual conference of
the Association of Real Estate License
Law Officials (ARELLO) in September,
I was pleased to accept the Association’s
1997 award for Newsletter Excellence.
The Arizona Real Estate Bulletin was
judged best among all newsletters submit-
ted by jurisdictions in the U.S., Canada,
Australia, New Zealand and Great
Britain. We sincerely appreciate the

honor and thank editor Charlie Downs
for his great work.

Mike Barnett, who runs the Barnett
Technology Group in Scottsdale, and
who has made a great contribution in the
creation of Realtown
(www.realtown.com), “wowed” the
ARELLO audience with his vision for
“distance learning,” as it will undoubtedly
affect real estate continuing—and perhaps
prelicensure—education in the very near
future. Continuing education for real es-
tate licensees through the Internet is
already available in some states, and com-
puter-aided education may be coming to
an approved real estate school near you
within the next year or two. It’s an excit-
ing prospect. Every student receives
exactly the same course of learning, test-
ing is built in, and the Department knows
exactly what will be presented so that
quality education is ensured.

ARELLO’s Task Force on Interna-
tional Relations (of which I was a
member) wrapped up its business at the
ARELLO meeting. We were able to re-
port that we had identified every country
in the world which has or should have
real estate regulation. ARELLO has, for
some time, been inviting nations other
than its present membership base to join
the organization. Representatives from
several countries have visited the last
three ARELLO annual meetings and the
United Kingdom, Australia and New
Zealand have become members. Poland
has submitted an application for member-
ship and will, no doubt, be accepted as
soon as their proposed Real Estate Code
passes the Legislature in January 1998.

The Old Homestead Scam is Back
It’s alive! A local television journalist
called the Department the other day. He
had just purchased a new home and re-
ceived a very official-looking document in
the mail offering to file a homestead ex-
emption on his new home for just $25.
As you most likely know, in Arizona, a
$100,000 homestead exemption is auto-
matically recorded on a home, if it is the
buyer’s primary residence, when the deed
is recorded. You would be doing your

buyers a great service by making it clear to
them that the homestead is automatic,
and anyone who offers to file the home-
stead exemption for a fee is attempting to
defraud them.

Five-Year Rules Review
Every five years, the Department is re-
quired to submit the Commissioner’s
Rules to a process designed to eliminate
unneeded regulation, clarify existing rules
when necessary, and to add new rules
where required. Our proposed Rules
Package will be published early in Octo-
ber. You’ll be able to view and download
it from our web site, obtain it from our
Fax Response Service, or obtain a copy by
visiting the Department. I am interested
in any suggestions or comments regarding
the new package. It is the result of a great
deal of work by Deputy Commissioner
John King, Administrative Actions Divi-
sion Director Cindy Wilkinson,
Audit/Investigations Division Director
Jim Duke and Subdivisions Director Roy
Tanney in particular. My thanks to these
tireless yoemen.

How Are Things on the Ninth Floor?
Just fine. Governor Jane Dee Hull’s new
staff has already demonstrated that they
are extremely competent and respond
quickly to our concerns.

One of the first things the new ad-
ministration did was to visit all State
agencies to determine exactly what each
agency does. The overview of the Depart-
ment of Real Estate responsibilities, as
submitted to the Governor, is on page 12.
We think you’ll find it interesting.

Our New Computer System
The new system is nearly complete, and
has already made dramatic reductions in
the time it takes for the Department to
process applications for licenses and sub-
division public reports. Best of all is the
money we saved by doing a great deal of
the work involved in designing and de-
bugging the system within our own ranks.
We estimate that we saved $750,000 in
design and development costs, and will
save $40,000 each year because we are
able to do much of the updating and
maintenance work required for the new
system.

Each of our Division Directors had a
say in the design of the new system so
that it would work for everyone. Major
kudos go to Rose Lopez,  Jim Duke and
Cindy Wilkinson who have worked con-
tinuously with our vendor to ensure that
the system will serve licensees and the
public in the best possible way.
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1997 Schedule of
Broker Audit Clinics

A.R.S. § 32-2136 requires all newly licensed real estate brokers to attend a
Broker Audit Clinic presented by the Department within 90 days of is-
suance of their original broker’s license. Effective July 21, 1997, all

designated real estate brokers must also attend a Broker Audit Clinic

within 90 days after becoming a designated broker unless the broker

has attended an audit clinic during the broker’s current licensing peri-

od. All designated brokers shall attend a broker audit clinic once during
every four-year period after their initial attendance.

Seating is limited and reservations are required. To make a reserva-
tion for a Phoenix clinic, call the Department’s Customer Services
Division at (602) 468-1414, extension 100. In Tucson, call (520) 628-
6940. Those who fail to make reservations will be turned away if seating is
not available. Brokers who attend will receive three hours of continuing
education credit in the category of Commissioner’s Rules.

The following is the schedule of Clinics to be offered in Phoenix and
Tucson during the remainder of 1997. Additional clinics may be scheduled
from time to time at other locations in Phoenix and in rural areas.

PHOENIX TUCSON
Industrial Commission Auditorium State Office Building

800 W. Washington 400 W. Congress
Room 158

Noon - 3 p.m. 8:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m.
October 24 October 23

November 21 November 20
December 19 December 18

NOTICE

Effective August 22, 1997, the Department of Real Estate has

discontinued charging a $20 recovery fund fee for corporation,

partnership or limited liability companies licensed pursuant to

A.R.S. § 32-2125(A)
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ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS
REVOCATIONS

H-1725
William R. Foulet
Prescott
DATE OF ORDER: May 2, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: In an Order summarily
suspending Respondent’s real estate salesper-
son’s license issued April 19, 1996, the
Department alleged the following:

In his application for a real estate sales-
person’s license in May 1994, Respondent
failed to disclose a 1991 arrest (in Carlsbad,
Calif.) for Burglary and Possession of Stolen
Property, both felonies, and a resulting con-
viction on August 8, 1991 for Trespass on
Land, a misdemeanor.

In November 1994, the California Depart-
ment of Real Estate revoked Respondent’s
salesperson’s license based on the August 8
conviction.

Respondent admitted to Department rep-
resentatives that he intentionally concealed the
1991 conviction because he believed that the
Arizona Department of Real Estate would have
denied his application for licensure.

While employed by Remax—Mountain
Properties in Prescott in February 1995, Re-
spondent convinced Carol White to make an
offer to purchase property in Prescott. Re-
spondent prepared the purchase contract on
White’s behalf and acknowledged receipt of
$100 in cash from White as earnest money.

The property was owned jointly by Stephen
Horvath and Jan Herrington, Respondent’s
housemate, co-worker at the real estate firm,
and fellow licensee. Despite his knowledge of
the fact, Respondent did not disclose in the
offer to purchase that Herrington was a licensed
real estate broker or his personal or work rela-
tionships with Herrington.

The offer to purchase was altered by in-
sertion of the property’s legal description and
the seller’s disclosure that Herrington was a li-
censed real estate broker after White signed and
was given a copy of the offer. An addendum to
the contract changed the character of the trans-
action from a purchase to a lease with an option
to purchase.

Remax—Mountain Properties acted as
dual agent, represent both the buyer and sell-
er in the transaction, despite also being the
seller’s employing broker.

At the time of the summary suspension,
the Department notified Respondent that an
Administrative Hearing would be held in this
matter. Respondent requested a hearing, Sub-
sequently, Respondent failed to contact the
Department regarding the hearing, and the De-
partment has been unsuccessful in contacting
Respondent.
DISPOSITION: Respondent’s real estate sales-
person’s license is revoked.

H-1871
Kevin D. Worsley
Cave Creek
DATE OF ORDER: June 23, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: The Department issued an
original real estate broker’s license to Worsley

on January 16, 1978. That license expires on
October 31, 1997.

On February 15, 1996, Worsley was con-
victed of Indecent Exposure, a misdemeanor. 

The Court suspended imposition of sen-
tence and placed Worsley on three years’
supervised probation. He was ordered to pay
probation fees; participate, cooperate and suc-
cessfully complete psychological counseling;
abide by all sex offender conditions; have no
contact with the victim; participate in the Com-
munity Punishment Program; and advise the
Department of his conviction.

He disclosed his conviction to the De-
partment on March 13, 1996. Worsley first told
the Probation Department and the Department
that the incident was inadvertent. However,
during the Department’s Administrative Hear-
ing in this matter, Worsley admitted that he
had intentionally exposed himself to a nine-
year-old female.
VIOLATIONS: Worsley’s conviction represents
a crime of moral turpitude within the meaning
of A.R.S. § 32-2153(B). His conduct, and in-
accurate statements made by Worsley to the
Department and the Probation Office, show he
is not a person of honesty, truthfulness and
good character within the meaning of A.R.S. §
32-2153(B)(7).
DISPOSITION: Worsley’s real estate broker’s li-
cense is revoked.

SUSPENSIONS
H-1881
Robert E. Goodpasture, Jr.
Scottsdale
DATE OF ORDER: July 22, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: The Department issued an
original real estate broker’s license to Respon-
dent on June 9, 1988. That license expires on
July 31, 1998.

Respondent sold land he owned in Par-
adise Valley (“the 1991 sale”) and deposited sale
proceeds into various bank accounts and cer-
tificates of deposit. Respondent testified that he
did not represent the buyer in the sale of the
land, and that his status as a licensed real es-
tate broker was disclosed on the sales contract.

On August 2, 1996, Respondent entered
into a plea agreement in U.S. District court,
District of Arizona, in which he pleaded guilty
to one count of Willfully Subscribing to a Ma-
terially False 1991 Federal Income Tax Return
in violation of 26 U.S.C. § 7206(1). He admit-
ted that he signed under penalty of perjury,
and filed with the IRS, a false 1991 tax return
which did not report an $82,500 capital gain
from the 1991 sale. He also admitted that he
acted knowingly and willfully, with the specif-
ic intent to violate the law, and did not act
based on a good faith belief that he had done
all the law required.

The Court placed Respondent on three
years’ probation and ordered him to pay a
$10,000 fine. His term of supervised proba-
tion is scheduled to end on October 15, 1999.

Respondent does not deny that he plead-
ed guilty to subscribing to a false 1991 tax
return, but contends that the circumstances

underlying his conduct shows he is not guilty
of conduct which constitutes fraud or dishon-
est dealings. According to Respondent, his
conduct in subscribing to the false return was
the result of following improper tax advice from
a tax preparer, improper handling of a 1099-S
form by a title company, and negligent prepa-
ration of the tax return by the tax preparer.

He also established that he paid the out-
standing 1991 tax liability in June 1993
approximately four months after receiving no-
tification from the IRS that the capital gain on
the sale was not properly reported, and ap-
proximately three years prior to the indictment.
VIOLATIONS: Respondent’s conviction repre-
sents a felony conviction within the meaning of
A.R.S. § 32-2153(B)(2). His conduct in falsely
subscribing to a federal tax return constitutes
dishonest dealings within the meaning of A.R.S.
§ 32-2153(B)(5). While he committed a dis-
honest act, that act represented an aberration
which must be viewed in light of the sur-
rounding circumstances. Accordingly, the
totality of the evidence did not establish that Re-
spondent was not a person of honesty,
truthfulness and good character.
DISPOSITION: Respondent’s real estate broker’s
license is suspended for 180 days effective on
the date this order becomes final (Date of Order,
above). Respondent to pay a civil penalty in
the amount of $500.

LICENSE APPLICATIONS DENIED
H-1886
David William Locke
Tucson
DATE OF ORDER: August 25, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Petitioner filed an original
application for a real estate salesperson’s license
on December 16, 1996 in which he disclosed
that he had been convicted of Theft by Con-
version and/or Misrepresentation with a value
of $250 or more but less than $1,000, a class
6 undesignated felony.

The Department denied the application
and Petitioner filed an appeal.

On September 20, 1995, Petitioner was in-
dicted in Pima County Superior Court for
Fraudulent Scheme and Artifice, a class 2 felony,
and Theft by Conversion, a class 3 felony. The
indictment alleged that Petitioner stole
$13,389.26 from an employer. Petitioner ad-
mitted that he stole the money to support his
cocaine addiction.

Petitioner entered into a plea agreement
which resulted in the conviction which he dis-
closed. The Court suspended sentence and
placed Petitioner on three-years supervised
probation. He was ordered to pay restitution to
his former employer, to submit to drug and al-
cohol testing and treatment as directed, and not
to obtain employment where he would be en-
trusted with employers’ funds.

Petitioner failed to appear at a hearing of
his appeal which was held June 27, 1997.
VIOLATIONS: Petitioner was convicted of a
crime of moral turpitude or like offense in vio-
lation of A.R.S. § 32-2153(B)(2). As a result of
the conviction, Petitioner has been found guilty



6 Arizona Real Estate Bulletin • October 1997

of conduct which constitutes fraud and dis-
honest dealings in violation of A.R.S. §
32-2153(B)(5). Petitioner’s criminal conviction
establishes that he is not a person of honesty,
truthfulness and good character within the
meaning of A.R.S. § 32-2153(B)(7).
DISPOSITION: Application denied.

LICENSE RENEWALS DENIED
H-1880
Timothy P. Wright
Phoenix
DATE OF ORDER: July 21, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Petitioner filed an original
application for a real estate salesperson’s license
in March 1994. In his application, he disclosed
that he had been indicted in January 1994 by the
federal government, but denied that he was in-
volved in any crimes while employed with
Western Savings & Loan Association from No-
vember 1984 until March 1989. The Department
issued Petitioner a salesperson’s license.

On April 30, 1996, Petitioner filed an ap-
plication for license renewal. In April 1997, the
Department notified Petitioner that it intended
to deny the renewal application. Petitioner sub-
mitted a demand for a hearing concerning this
matter.

On October 23, 1995, Petitioner entered
into a plea agreement and pleaded guilty of
three counts of Accessory After the Fact in vi-
olation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 3 and 1014 in connection
with the January 13, 1994 Indictment filed in
U.S. District Court, District of Arizona. On Jan-
uary 22, 1996, Petitioner was convicted to three
counts of Accessory After the Fact, and was
placed on three years probation. As conditions
of probation, Petitioner must cooperate with
the Resolution Trust Corporation in any pend-
ing civil matters regarding Western Savings
and cannot be employed by, nor act as agent for,
any financial institution. The Court dismissed the
Indictment filed against Petitioner.

Although the conduct underlying Peti-
tioner’s conviction occurred nine years ago,
he was convicted less than six months ago and
is currently on probation. He did not provide any
corroborating evidence or testimony to demon-
strate his rehabilitation or to establish beyond
a preponderance of the evidence that he is a per-
son of honesty, truthfulness or good character.

DISPOSITION: Petitioner’s application for
renewal of his real estate salesperson’s license
is denied.

CONSENT ORDERS
H-1873
Garvin Wesley King, aka G. Wesley King and
Jeannine King
Queen Creek
DATE OF ORDER: April 23, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Neither Garvin Wesley King
(Wes King) nor Jeannine King holds an Ari-
zona real estate license, nor has a subdivision
public report been issued to the Kings for their
property, approximately 50 acres, located in
Maricopa County.

On June 23, 1976, the Kings purchased the
50-acre parcel. Between June 1976 and No-
vember 1996, the Kings orchestrated the split
of the 50 acres into at least seven parcels, and

offered for sale or sold more than six lots.
The Kings worked in concert with William

Watkins to divide and sell  an additional three
parcels, finding buyers for the property prior to
selling the property to Watkins. King conduct-
ed all the property divisions and has previously
subdivided lands and is aware of the subdivision
laws. Although he knew he could split a parcel
into no more than five parcels, he believed he
could also split a parcel deeded back to him by
a buyer into five parcels.
VIOLATIONS: The Kings’ actions resulted in
the creation of a subdivision, pursuant to A.R.S.
§ 32-2101(50). The Kings, on their own behalf
and on behalf of others, sold or offered for sale
lots in a subdivision without first applying for
and obtaining a public report in violation of
A.R.S. § 32-2181(A) and (D).

The Kings’ failure to advise purchasers
that a public report was required prior to the
offer or sale of the lots constitutes a violation
of A.A.C. R4-28-803.
DISPOSITION: The Kings shall pay a civil penal-
ty in the amount of $5,000. They shall cooperate
with Maricopa County to ensure compliance
with subdivision requirements.

The Kings shall notify each purchaser that
such purchaser has a right of rescission pur-
suant to A.R.S. § 32-2183.03.

H-1887
In the matter of Thomas Crandall, Model Home
Center, Inc., dba Model Home Center, and in
the matter of the real estate salesperson’s li-
cense of T.J. Buck
Phoenix
DATE OF ORDER: May 19, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Buck was issued an orig-
inal real estate salesperson’s license in
December 1994. The license expired December
31, 1996. Buck was employed as a salesperson
by Model Home Center, a corporation licensed
as a real estate broker.

Buck submitted an untimely renewal ap-
plication to the Department on April 16, 1997.
Between January 1, 1997 and April 8, 1997,
Buck provided real estate services for which a
license is required while his license was ex-
pired.

Thomas Crandall was appointed desig-
nated broker for Model Home Center on
November 13, 1996. As designated broker for
Model Home Center, he was responsible to en-
sure that salespersons and associate brokers
employed by the Model Home Center were cur-
rently and actively licensed to the corporation.

At the time he submitted his renewal ap-
plication, Buck disclosed he had received $2,255
in commissions and anticipated receipt of an ad-
ditional $5,616 on transactions which had not
closed escrow.

Crandall stated that, as newly-appointed
designated broker, he inadvertently failed to
note that Buck’s license had expired. He further
stated that he has since implemented office
procedures which will allow him and others in
the office to monitor and detect upcoming li-
cense expiration dates to avoid a recurrence of
this situation.
VIOLATIONS: Buck conducted activities for
which a current real estate license is required,
in violation of A.R.S. § 32-2122. He received

compensation while his license was expired, in
violation of A.R.S. §§ 32-2153(A)(10) and
2155(A).

Crandall and Model Home Center em-
ployed and paid compensation to a licensee
whose license had expired in violation of A.R.S.
§§ 32-2153(A)(6), 32-2153(A)(10) and 32-
2155(A) and (B).

Buck, Crandall and Model Home Center
disregarded or violated provisions of Arizona
Revised Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 20, within the
meaning of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(3).
DISPOSITION: Buck and Crandall shall each
pay the to Department a civil penalty in the
amount of $500.

Buck shall take 12 hours and Crandall
shall take six hours of approved real estate
continuing education in specified topics in ad-
dition to continuing education required for
license renewal.

Buck shall offer to refund or not accept
commissions earned while his license was ex-
pired.

H-1885
Ray L. Johnson, aka Bud Johnson
Prescott
DATE OF ORDER: May 20, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: On August 28, 1996, John-
son was issued an original real estate
salesperson’s license. In his application he dis-
closed that he had been convicted of bank
robbery in U.S. District Court for the Western
District of Washington, a felony, and was sen-
tenced to 12 years in prison.

Johnson failed to disclose that he had
been convicted of Transporting False Securities
in 1956 (for which he spent 10 years in prison)
and had served six months in prison for an as-
sault conviction.

He explained that the omissions were an
oversight, believing that the assault conviction
was “part and parcel” of the same punishment
for Transporting False Securities. After being
given probation and a suspended sentence for
the assault conviction, he violated terms of his
probation by leaving the state and passing a bad
check.
VIOLATIONS: Johnson has been convicted of
two felonies within the meaning of A.R.S. §
32-2153(B)(2). He procured or attempted to
procure a license by fraud, misrepresentation
or deceit by filing an original real estate license
application which was false or misleading, with-
in the meaning of A.R.S. § 32-2153(B)(1).

His failure to disclose the full extent of
his criminal history has resulted in his failure to
demonstrate he is a person of honesty, truth-
fulness and good character, within the meaning
of A.R.S. § 32-2153(B)(7).
DISPOSITION: Johnson’s real estate license is
revoked.

H-1878
Consent order of John Ninde in the matter of
the real estate broker’s license of John Ninde,
and in the matter of the real estate salesper-
son’s license of Carolyn K. Christy, aka K.C.
Christy
Tucson
DATE OF ORDER: May 29, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Ninde was granted a real
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was the designated broker for Frontier West
Properties, Ltd., a corporation licensed as a
real estate broker.

On December 14, 1996, Bowman timely
submitted an application for renewal of Fron-
tier’s real estate broker’s license. On January 13,
1997, the Department returned the application
as incomplete because Frontier had not com-
plied with the annual report requirements of the
Arizona Corporation Commission. The Depart-
ment advised Bowman he had until January
31, 1997, to return the renewal application with
proof of compliance with the annual report re-
quirements for the renewal to be timely filed.

Bowman and Frontier made no efforts to
comply with the Department’s request.

Bowman states, and provided evidence to
corroborate, that a Frontier employee received
the returned, incomplete renewal application
and accompanying correspondence and had
inadvertently filed both without first showing the
documents to Bowman.

Between February 1, 1997 and approxi-
mately April 23, 1997, Bowman and Frontier
provided real estate services with being prop-
erly licensed.

On April 23, 1997, Bowman resigned as
designated broker of Frontier. He disclosed he
had received $3,057 in commissions and an-
ticipated receipt of an additional $14,982 on
transactions which had not closed escrow.
VIOLATIONS: Bowman and Frontier conducted
activities for which a current real estate license
was required, in violation of A.R.S. § 32-
2130(B). Bowman and Frontier received
compensation while Frontier’s license was ex-
pired, in violation of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(10).
Bowman and Frontier demonstrated negligence
in performing any act for which a license is re-
quired by continuing to work after the license
expired, in violation of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(22).
Bowman and Frontier disregarded or violated
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes, Title
32, Chapter 20, within the meaning of A.R.S. §
32-2153(A)(3).
DISPOSITION: Bowman and Frontier shall pay
a civil penalty in the amount of $500. Bowman
shall take six hours of continuing education in
specified topics in addition to continuing edu-
cation required for license renewal.

Bowman and Frontier shall offer to refund
or not accept commissions which they earned
after the corporate license expired.

H-1845
Frank R. Freeland, aka Francis Roland Free-
land
Tucson
DATE OF ORDER: June 3, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Petitioner was previously licensed as a real es-
tate salesperson in Arizona. That license expired
without renewal on November 30, 1984.

On July 28, 1996, Petitioner submitted an
original application for a real estate salesper-
son’s license in which he disclosed that he had
previously entered into two consent orders with
the Department and an Assurance of Discon-
tinuance filed by the Arizona Attorney General’s
Office.

In an October 1988 Consent Order, Peti-
tioner admitted violating provisions of the

estate broker’s license in February 1988.  At all
times material to this matter, Ninde was em-
ployed by Realty World, Mike Dennis Realty, as
an associate broker.

On October 16, 1995, R.L. Commercial,
dba Roy H. Long Realty Company, listed for sale
a 5-acre parcel of property in Tucson. The prop-
erty was owned by Robert and Wilma Babikan
of Wisconsin, and was offered for $16,500.
The listing stated electric service to the prop-
erty was at the “road,” and the sellers described
the availability of “Power” by circling the word
“none” from a list of choices and adding the
words “at property line.” This information was
included in documents provided to the Depart-
ment by both Ninde and Christy.

On November 30, 1995, Ninde and Christy,
representing buyers Lawrence and Sandi
Menden, presented an offer to purchase th
property for $14,000. Ninde did not first clari-
fiy or verify the listing information about the
availability of residential electrical power. The
Mendens’ offer was accepted by the sellers.

On December 1, 1995, the Mendens signed
escrow instructions wherein they waived the
right to further inspect the property and es-
crow closed on December 13. Prior to close of
escrow, the Mendens represented to Ninde and
Christy their intent to move a double-wide man-
ufactured home onto the property and to live
there.

After close of escrow, the Mendens dis-
covered that power lines adjacent to the property
are high-voltage transmission lines which can-
not be used to obtain residential power.

The cost of bringing residential electric
service to the property is estimated to be be-
tween $33,000 and $42,920.

In explanation and mitigation, Ninde attests
that the Mendens indicated that they planned to
invest in solar power and were unconcerned
about further checking into electrical service,
and that they offered to purchase the property
from the Mendens at the price paid, or to help
them sell it at no charge.
VIOLATIONS: As the buyers’ agent, Ninde owed
a fiduciary duty to the Mendens. Ninde violat-
ed his fiduciary duty by failing to determine
and disclose that electrical power to the prop-
erty was not readily available, a fact material to
the transaction, as required by A.A.C. R4-28-
1101(B).

Ninde failed to deal fairly with all parties to
a transaction as required by A.A.C. R4-28-
1101(A). His actions constitute violations of
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes, Title
32, Chapter 20, and the Commissioner’s Rules,
within the meaning of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(3).
DISPOSITION: Ninde shall pay a civil penalty in
the amount of $1,000 and shall take six hours
of continuing education in specified topics in ad-
dition to continuing education required for
license renewal.

H-1892
James Brian Bowman and Frontier West Prop-
erties, Ltd.
Tucson
DATE OF ORDER: May 31, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Bowman was issued an
original real estate broker’s license in Novem-
ber 1996. At all times material to this matter, he

Arizona Subdivision Laws in having sold or
leased subdivided lands without prior approval
of the Commissioner and failure to notify the
Commissioner of the change in ownership of
parcels and the divisions of such parcels into
smaller parcels as required prior to sales.

On February 15, 1990, a judge in Cochise
County Superior Court approved an Assurance
of Discontinuance filed by the Arizona Attorney
General’s Office in which Petitioner agreed not
to advertise, solicit, offer or sell land within
the state which does not have legal and phys-
ical access from a public thoroughfare.

On December 20, 1990, Petitioner entered
into a Consent Order with the Department in
which he admitted to violating provisions of
the Arizona subdivision statutes in having sold
or leased subdivided lands without prior ap-
proval of the Commissioner and violating A.R.S.
§§ 32-2181(A) and 32-2184.

On October 30, 1996, the Department de-
nied Petitioner’s application for a real estate
salesperson’s license pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-
2153/ On November 1, 1996, Petitioner
requested an administrative hearing based upon
the Department’s denial. In mitigation, Peti-
tioner attests that:
a. While he was previously licensed by the De-
partment, no disciplinary action was taken
against that license.
b/ He otherwise is and has been a law-abiding
citizen.
VIOLATIONS: Petitioner previously violated
state subdivision laws and rules, within the
meaning of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(25). He violated
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes, Title
32, Chapter 20, within the meaning of A.R.S. §
32-2153(A)(3). His conduct and actions raise
issues concerning whether he is a person of
honesty, truthfulness and good character, with-
in the meaning of A.R.S. § 32-2153(B)(7).
DISPOSITION: The Department shall issue Pe-
titioner a provisional real estate salesperson’s
license. During all periods of active licensure,
up to three years’ cumulative active licensure,
Petitioner shall comply with the following terms
and conditions:
1. Each designated broker who wishes to em-
ploy Petitioner shall file with the Department a
signed statement certifying that such broker
has received a copy of this Consent Order and
agrees to act as Freeland’s practice monitor. The
practice monitor shall submit quarterly writ-
ten reports to the Department attesting to
Petitioner’s workload as well as the quality of
services and client relationships. The practice
monitor shall be responsible for reporting any
behavior or conduct which violates real estate
statutes or rules, or any precepts or standards
as prescribed by the National Association of Re-
altors® Code of Ethics.
2. Pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2193.02, Petitioner
shall post a surety bond in favor of the State of
Arizona in the amount of $10,000.
3. Petitioner shall not apply for nor be issued a
real estate broker’s license until or unless he
successfully completes the three-year provi-
sional license period.

H-1879
Jack L. Young, Dora F. Young and Jack Allen
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Properties (SWLP) was issued an original lim-
ited liability company real estate broker’s license
in March 1995. The license expired March 31,
1997.

Yvonne Chrysokos was issued an original
real estate broker’s license in May 1995. That
license will expire May 31, 1999. On July 2,
1996, Chrysokos became the designated bro-
ker for SWLP.

From April 1, 1997, when SWLP’s license
expired, to May 29, 1997,  SWLP, by and
through its designated broker and licensed em-
ployees, provided real estate services for which
a broker’s license is required pursuant to A.R.S.
§ 32-2125, without being licensed. These ser-
vices resulted in the payment to SWLP and
Chrysokos of compensation for which they
were ineligible.

On May 29, 1997, upon discovering that
SWLP’s license had expired, Chrysokos and
SWLP immediately ceased activities requiring
licensure and directed their licensed employees
to cease all such activities pending resolution
of this matter.

SWLP and Chrysokos attest that the fail-
ure to renew SWLP’s license was inadvertent,
resulting from a misunderstanding of how an
entity license is renewed. They attest that when
SWLP relocated its offices in November 1996,
they believed that the license was then renewed
and would not expire until November of 1998.

During the unlicensed period, SWLP re-
ceived $15,243 in commissions, and Chrysokos
received $7,000 in commissions. In addition, a
transaction in which rental/licensing fees were
earned was pending.
VIOLATIONS: SWLP conducted activities for
which a current real estate license is required
when it was not licensed to do so, in violation
of A.R.S. § 32-2122(B). SWLP acted as a bro-
ker after its license expired, in violation of A.R.S.
§ 32-2130(B). SWLP paid and received com-
pensation in violation of the provisions of
Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 20,
within the meaning of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(10).

Chrysokos’ failure to timely renew SWLP’s
broker’s license and continuing to operate
SWLP when it was not properly licensed
demonstrates negligence within the meaning of
A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(22). SWLP employed and
paid Chrysokos and other licensed employees,
and Chrysokos and other licensed employees re-
ceived compensation from SWLP, in violation
of A.R.S. § 32-2155(A).

Chrysokos failed to exercise reasonable su-
pervision and control of the activities for which
a real estate license is required of a limited li-
ability company on behalf of which Chrysokos
acted as designated broker, in violation of A.R.S.
§ 32-2153(A)(21).
DISPOSITION: SWLP and Chrysokos shall pay
a civil penalty in the amount of $500.

Chrysokos shall attend six hours of con-
tinuing education is specified topics in addition
to continuing education required for license
renewal.

SWLP and Chrysokos shall offer to re-
fund or not accept commissions which they
earned during the unlicensed period.

SWLP shall re-make or have ratified by the
property owner each listing agreement and
property management agreement executed dur-

ing the unlicensed period.
SWLP’s broker’s license shall be renewed

immediately upon entry of this Consent Order
and submission of applicable forms and fees.

H-1875
Consent order of Carol Ann Williams in the
matter of Skyline Ranch/Williams Acres, aka
Lots 4 and 5 of Las Lomas Subdivision and ad-
joining parcels 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5
Tempe
DATE OF ORDER: May 31, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Williams acquired ap-
proximately 11 acres of land near Laveen. She
also acquired lots 4 and 5 of a previously plat-
ted subdivision which adjoin the 11 acres.
Because the 11-acre parcel and lots 4 and 5 are
contiguous, when acquired by Williams they
became one parcel pursuant to A.A.C. R4-28-
120(A). She designated the land “Skyline
Ranch.”

Williams agreed to sell 2-1/2 acres of Sky-
line Ranch to Larry and Linda Tromanhauser.
Escrow closed on October 30, 1994.

On January 28, 1994, Williams sold a one-
acre parcel of Skyline Ranch to Stan and Brenda
Sharp. Escrow closed October 30, 1994.

Between July 21, 1993 and July 7, 1994,
Williams had the property surveyed. Plot plans
illustrated a total of 10 lots.

On September 1, 1995, Stewart Title and
Trust filed an Application for Public Report for
Skyline Ranch on behalf of Williams following
advice of legal counsel that the total land divi-
sion could be construed as a seven-lot
subdivision. The Sharps and Tromanhausers
were advised that closing would be delayed
pending issuance of a public report.

In mitigation and explanation, Williams
attests that:
a. Her intent was to sell the two lots in Las
Lomas subdivision and to split the 11-acre par-
cel into five lots.
b. Because she had discussed her plan of de-
velopment with Maricopa County and had not
been advised of any issues involving subdivision
requirements, she was unaware that the two lots
in the adjoining Las Lomas subdivision would
accrue to the total number of parcels being
created.
VIOLATIONS: Williams’ actions resulted in the
creation of a subdivision, pursuant to A.R.S. §
32-2101(50). She sold or offered for sale lots
in a subdivision without first applying for and
obtaining a public report, or an exemption to the
public report requirements, in violation of A.R.S.
§ 32-2181(A) and (D). Her failure to advise
purchasers that a public report was required
prior to the offer or sale of subdivided lots,
and the sale or offer for sale of the lots without
a public report, renders the sales rescindable by
the purchasers pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2183(E).
DISPOSITION: 
1. Williams shall withdraw her application for a
public report.
2. She shall notify the persons to whom she has
sold any of the lots that they may rescind the
purchase pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2183.03.
3. Skyline Ranch may be divided by Williams
only shown in a plat map which is a part of this
consent order. The total number of parcels cre-
ated shall not exceed five.

Young, aka Jack A. Young
Littlefield
DATE OF ORDER: June 11, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: None of the Respondents
holds an Arizona real estate license. Between
March 11, 1988 and October 4, 1995, Jack and
Dora Young acquired 20 lots, and Jack Young
and Jack A. Young acquired 44 lots in Virgin
Acres, Tract 1, in Mohave County.

Jack and Dora Young have sold at least 17
of the lots but were not issued a public report
for the property.

Jack Young attended a question and an-
swer session with local residents presented by
the Department concerning subdivision law
held in Littlefield in February 1996. At Jack A.
Young’s request, a department subdivision rep-
resentative also met with him, Jack Young and
a Mohave County employee on February 15,
1996, in the Mohave County offices. Public re-
port requirements were reviewed extensively at
that time with Jack Young and Jack A. Young.

Respondents provided incomplete infor-
mation in the initial application for a Public
Report.

Jack Young and Dora Young continued
their attempts to offer lots in the subdivision
after having been advised of the need to first ob-
tain a Public Report.

Jack and Dora Young were issued a pub-
lic report on March 3, 1997, for  38 lots in the
subdivision.
VIOLATIONS: Respondents have sold and of-
fered for sale lots in a subdivision without
giving notice to the Commissioner or obtaining
a public report in accordance with A.R.S. § 32-
2181, et seq. Respondent’s failure to advise
purchasers that a public report was required
prior to the offer or sale of subdivided lots,
and the sale or offer for sale of the lots without
a public report, renders the sales rescindable by
the purchasers pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2183(E).
DISPOSITION: Respondents shall not sell, offer
for sale or lease or convey lots in Virgin Acres
Tract No. 1 without a subdivision public re-
port. Jack Young and Dora Young shall
immediately, upon entry of this Consent Order,
offer rescission to all purchasers who pur-
chased lots prior to issuance of a public report.

Jack Young and Dora Young are assessed
a civil penalty in the amount of $15,000. 

Jack A. Young shall demonstrate to the De-
partment that he meets the statutory
qualifications for an Arizona real estate license,
pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2124, and shall com-
plete six hours of real estate continuing
education courses in specified topics within
120 days of entry of this Order. 

Jack Young shall not be involved in sub-
division marketing and sales of Virgin Acres,
Tract No. 1, in any capacity except as owner. If,
as owner, he wishes to be so involved, Young
must first take six hours of continuing educa-
tion coursed in specified topics.

H-1893
Sandra Wilken Luxury Properties, L.L.C., dba
Sandra Wilken Luxury Properties, and Yvonne
Chrysokos
Phoenix
DATE OF ORDER: June 13, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Sandra Wilken Luxury
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4. Williams agrees that she will not divide the
property except as shown in the map, nor act
in concert with others to divide the property in
violation of the subdivision laws.
5. Williams shall pay a civil penalty in the
amount of $1,000.

H-1883
Steven Dennis Yost
Phoenix
DATE OF ORDER: July 9, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: In his application for an
original salesperson’s license, Yost failed to
disclose a 1992 conviction in Scottsdale City
Court for Criminal Damage and Trespass (mis-
demeanors), and a 1993 case in Maricopa
County Superior Court in which he pleaded
guilty to Aggravated Assault (a felony). The
Court withheld the finding of guilt and ordered
Respondent to serve two months in jail and
placed him on three years’ supervised probation.

Petitioner was also arrested by Scotts-
dale police in April 1992 on charges of Criminal
Damage and Criminal Trespass, and Interference
with Judicial Procedure, but the charges were
dismissed as a result of Petitioner’s participa-
tion in a diversion program.

Petitioner’s probation in the 1993 case
was terminated in May 1996.

On September 25, 1996, Petitioner sub-
mitted a timely application for license renewal
in which he disclosed the 1993 charges for
Criminal Trespass and Assault. The Depart-
ment notified Petitioner of its intent to deny
his application, and Petitioner submitted an
appeal to that denial.
VIOLATIONS: Petitioner failed to notify the
Commissioner of his misdemeanor convictions
within 10 days as required by A.A.C. R4-28-
301(C). As a result of his actions, Petitioner has
disregarded and/or violated provisions of Ari-
zona Revised Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 20,
and the Commissioner’s Rules, in violation of
A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(3). His conduct and actions
constitute the procurement or attempted pro-
curement of a license by filing an original or
renewal application which was false or mis-
leading in violation of A.R.S. § 32-2153(B)(1).
His conduct has not shown that he is a person
of honesty, truthfulness and good character in
violation of A.R.S. § 32-2153(B)(7).
DISPOSITION: Petitioner’s real estate sales-
person’s license is suspended for 60 days
beginning with the effective date of this Order.
He shall take 12 hours of continuing educa-
tion in topics specified by the Department in
addition to continuing education required for li-
cense renewal. He shall pay a civil penalty in the
amount of $3,000.

If, at any time, Petitioner is convicted of an
offense involving physical violence, the con-
viction will be grounds for immediate
suspension and revocation of his real estate
salesperson’s license.

H-1674
Realty Power Inc., Enrique Gonzalez and
Joseph M. Solorio
Tucson
DATE OF ORDER: July 10, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Realty Power was originally
licensed as a corporate real estate broker in

December 1987. Gonzalez was originally li-
censed as a real estate broker in May 1988. He
is the designated broker for Realty Power.
Solorio was originally licensed as a real estate
broker in December 1987. 

In November 1992, Glenn and Kristina
Hancock gave Solorio the exclusive right to
sell their residence on Doria Drive in Tucson.
The exclusive right to sell agreement expired on
March 15, 1993.

In January 1993, the Hancocks, through
Realty Power, with Solorio as the listing agent,
entered into a purchase contract for the sale of
the residence to James Tharp who was repre-
sented by Skip Abrams. The selling price was
$76,800 and the closing date was to be no later
than March 19, 1993.

In December 1992, Solorio prepared a
purchase contract on behalf of the Hancocks for
the purchase of a residence on Lake View Cir-
cle in Tucson. The purchase price was $64,336
and the closing date was to be no later than
March 19, 1993.

On or before March 19, 1993, the Han-
cocks notified Solorio that they needed to extend
the close of escrow on the Doria residence due
to a delay in the loan processing on the Lake
View residence. Solorio was informed by
Abrams that Tharp would not agree to an ex-
tension. Solorio informed the Hancocks that
he did not feel it would be difficult to market their
property to another purchaser who would agree
to close at the later date, and the Hancocks
and Tharp signed a mutual cancellation of the
Tharp contract.

After cancellation of the Doria residence es-
crow, Solorio indicated that, although reluctant
to do so, he might be willing to purchase the
Hancocks’ property for the price offered by
Tharp if another purchaser could not be found.
Solorio told the Hancocks to keep showing the
Doria residence in the meantime.

On March 24, 1993, Solorio re-entered
the Doria residence in the MLS as being back
on the market with a sale price of $79,500. Al-
though the MLS listing indicated that Realty
Power still held a valid listing agreement, the ex-
clusive right to sell the residence had expired
on March 15, 1993. In mitigation, Solorio tes-
tified that he had discussed the matter of
renewing the listing with the Hancocks and, on
the basis of the discussion, believed the re-
newal agreement to be forthcoming.

Solorio failed to renew the listing agree-
ment and failed to obtain the required signatures
from the Hancocks, although the Hancocks be-
lieved that the listing was still in effect.

On March 30, 1993, at the request of the
Hancocks, Solorio, listing himself as the buyer,
entered into a purchase contract with the Han-
cocks for the purchase of the Doria residence
for $76,850. The contract contained a disclosure
that Solorio was a licensed real estate agent; that
he was purchasing the property; and that he
might make a profit on resale. The contract in-
structed Solorio to present no further offers, and
Solorio was disclosed as a dual agent.

Sometime between March 29 and March
31, 1993, Sarah Petty, of La Corona de Tucson
Realty, contacted Solorio regarding clients she
had who were interested in viewing the Doria
residence. Solorio told Petty to contact the

Hancocks directly to make an appointment to
view the residence. On March 31, Petty showed
the residence to her clients who made a full cash
offer of $79,500, the MLS list price.

When Petty contacted Solorio on the same
day, he informed her that he had a beneficial in-
terest in the residence and that she should
submit any offers to him. Petty turned the mat-
ter over to her broker, Art Lambert, who
contacted Solorio to inquire about Solorio’s
beneficial interest.

On April 1, 1993, Solorio reported his
March 30 purchase contract between himself
and the Hancocks for the purchase of the res-
idence to the MLS. He reported the sale price
as being $79,500 although the actual purchase
price in the contract was $75,850.

Solorio, Gonzalez and Henry Santa Maria,
a witness appearing on behalf of Respondents,
testified that it is the common practice for Tuc-
son brokers to report the list price of property
sold to MLS rather than the actual contract
price.

Shortly thereafter, the Hancocks were ad-
vised that Petty’s clients had made a full-price
offer, and immediately contacted Solorio re-
garding the new and higher offer.

A negotiation then occurred between
Solorio and the Hancocks concerning Solorio’s
assignment to the Hancocks of the purchase
contract. Gonzalez attended the meeting in an
attempt to mediate the dispute. The Hancocks
demanded that Solorio cancel his contract to
purchase and assign to the Hancocks his rights
under the contract with Petty’s clients. After
some discussion, the Hancocks agreed to pay
Solorio $700 in exchange for his assignment to
them of the full cash offer made by Petty’s
clients. On April 15, 1993, escrow closed on the
residence and Solorio received a commission
on the sale.

Solorio would have received approximately
$1,900 more had he insisted on first closing the
purchase contract with the Hancocks, and then
selling his interest in the residence at the full
cash price to Petty’s clients. 

After this matter was set for hearing,
Solorio agreed to, and has returned, the $700
received as an assignment fee, and also agreed
to pay a sum equal to one-half of his commis-
sion earned in the transaction in the event that
Solorio and Gonzalez were not required to go to
hearing.

There has been a previous action by the
Department concerning Solorio’s license, the re-
sult of which was a Consent Order which
imposed upon him a 30-day suspension of his
license.
VIOLATIONS: Realty Power and Gonzalez are re-
sponsible for the acts of Solorio while he was
in their employ, pursuant to A.A.C. R4-28-
303(K) [now (H)]. Realty Power, designated
broker Gonzalez and associate broker Solorio
breached their individual and collective fidu-
ciary duties to the Hancocks of loyalty,
obedience and reasonable care to protect the in-
terests of their clients above all else, in violation
of A.A.C. R4-28-1101(A). This conclusion is
supported as follows:
a. Having entered into a contract to purchase the
Hancocks’ property, Solorio became a principal
in the transaction which was reviewed and ini-



10 Arizona Real Estate Bulletin • October 1997

In the matter of the real estate broker’s li-
censes of Bonnie Ewell-Doll, GECC
Enterprises, Inc., dba ERA-American ERA, Re-
altors (Gilbert), and in the matter of the real
estate salesperson’s license of Thomas Moser
(Tempe).
DATE OF ORDER: July 10, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Moser, who was employed
as a salesperson by GECC, was issued an orig-
inal real estate salesperson’s license in March
1991. The license expired March 31, 1997.
GECC is a corporation licensed as a real estate
broker.

Between April 1, 1997 and June 2, 1997,
Moser provided real estate services while his li-
cense was expired. He submitted an untimely
renewal application to the Department on June
10, 1997.

Ewell-Doll was appointed designated bro-
ker for GECC on December 30, 1988. As
designated broker of GECC she was responsi-
ble to ensure that salespersons and associate
brokers employed by GECC were currently and
actively licensed to the corporation.

At the time he submitted his renewal ap-
plication, Moser disclosed he anticipated receipt
of $2,387 in commissions.

Ewell-Doll stated that due to a change in
personnel, the expiration of Moser’s license
was overlooked.
VIOLATIONS: Moser conducted activities for
which a real estate license is required, in vio-
lation of A.R.S. § 32-2122. Moser received or
expected to receive compensation while his li-
cense was expired, in violation of A.R.S. §§
32-2153(A)(10) and 32-2155(A).

Ewell-Doll and GECC employed and paid or
expected to pay compensation to a salesperson
whose license had expired in violation of A.R.S.
§§ 32-2153(A)(6), 32-2153(A)(10) and 32-
2155(A) and (B).

Moser, Ewell-Doll and GECC disregarded
or violated provisions of Arizona Revised
Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 20, within the mean-
ing of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(3).
DISPOSITION: Moser and Ewell-Doll shall each
pay a civil penalty in the amount of $500.

Moser shall take 12 hours, and Ewell-Doll
shall take six hours of real estate continuing ed-
ucation in topics specified by the Department in
addition to continuing education required for li-
cense renewal.

GECC, Ewell-Doll and Moser shall offer to
refund commissions earned while Moser’s li-
cense was expired.

H-1898
Anthony W. Marrs and AW Marrs, Inc.
Tucson
DATE OF ORDER:JULY 29, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Marrs was issued an orig-
inal real estate broker’s license in January 1975.
That license expired March 31, 1997. He is the
designated broker of AW Marrs, Inc., a corpo-
ration licensed as a real estate broker. The
corporate license also expired on March 31,
1997.

On July 8, 1997, Marrs submitted a late re-
newal application for his license and the
corporate license. He stated that an employee
had received both renewal applications and had
filed them away without notifying Marrs.

Between April 1 and June 27, 1997, Marrs
and AW Marrs provided real estate services
for which a license was required.

In his renewal application, Marrs disclosed
that AW Marrs had received $11,541 in com-
missions and anticipated an additional
$16,614.11 for transactions handled during the
unlicensed period.

Marrs attests that he has not and will not
receive a commission from these transactions
but is paid a monthly salary based on the cor-
poration’s receipts.
VIOLATIONS: Marrs and AW Marrs conducted
activities for which a current real estate license
was required, in violation of A.R.S. § 32-
2130(B). AW Marrs received compensation
while its license was expired, and while its des-
ignated broker’s license was expired, in violation
of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(10).

Marrs and AW Marrs demonstrated neg-
ligence in performing any act for which a license
is required by continuing to work after license
expiration, in violation of A.R.S. § 32-
2153(A)(22). Marrs and AW Marrs disregarded
or violated provisions of Arizona Revised
Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 20, within the mean-
ing of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(3).
DISPOSITION: Marrs and AW Marrs shall pay
the Department a civil penalty in the amount of
$500.

Marrs shall take six hours of continuing ed-
ucation in topics designated by the Department
in addition to continuing education required
for license renewal.

Marrs and AW Marrs shall offer to refund
or not accept commissions which they earned
after license expiration.

H-1899
In the matter of the real estate broker’s license
of William G. Jilbert and DMLB, Ltd., dba
Coldwell Banker-Success Realty, and in the
matter of the real estate salesperson’s li-
cense of Stephen R. Yannone
Scottsdale
DATE OF ORDER: August 5, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Yannone was issued an
original real estate salesperson’s license in
June 1970. The license expired April 30, 1997.
He is employed as a salesperson by Coldwell
Banker-Success Realty, a corporation licensed
as a real estate broker.

After his license expired, Yannone con-
tinued to provide real estate services until he
submitted a late renewal application to the De-
partment on June 19, 1997.

Jilbert was appointed designated broker for
Success on December 21, 1994, and as desig-
nated broker of Success was responsible to
ensure that salespersons and associate bro-
kers employed by Success were currently and
actively licensed to the corporation.

At the time he submitted his renewal ap-
plication, Yannone disclosed he wrote one
purchase contract and executed one listing
agreement. He also, while unlicensed, provid-
ed Broker Price Opinions on nine properties
which were approaching foreclosure, for which
he was paid $50 each.
VIOLATIONS: Yannone engaged in activities
for which a real estate license is required while
not licensed to do so in violation of A.R.S. § 32-

tialed by Gonzalez. It is axiomatic that a real es-
tate licensee cannot fulfill his fiduciary duties to
the seller in a real estate transaction when the
licensee is also representing himself as the
buyer.
b. A fiduciary duty created by a real estate list-
ing contract continues beyond the signing of a
purchase contract.

Both Gonzalez and Solorio admit that they
acted negligently in failing to obtain the appro-
priate signatures on the renewal of the listing
agreement which expired on March 15, 1993,
in violation of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(22). This
negligence also resulted in a violation of A.A.C.
R4-28-801(A) and (C) [now A.R.S. § 32-
2151.02(A)].

The Hancocks believed that the listing was
still in effect and that Realty Power was entitled
to a commission on the sale. Solorio, Gonzalez
and Realty Power breached their fiduciary duty
to the Hancocks by failing to inform them of the
ramifications in dealing with Solorio after the ex-
piration date of the listing, in violation of A.A.C.
R4-28-1101(A). This omission constitutes a
substantial misrepresentation within the mean-
ing of A.R.S. §§ 32-2153(A)(1) and (B)(3).

Having violated the provisions of Arizona
Revised Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 20 and the
Commissioner’s Rules, Solorio, Realty Power
and Gonzalez have violated A.R.S. § 32-
2153(A)(3). Realty Power and Gonzalez failed
to reasonably supervise Solorio, within the
meaning of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(21). Solorio
has violated A.R.S. §§ 32-2153(A)(1), (A)(3),
(A)(22), (B)(3) and A.A.C. R4-28-801(A), (C)
and A.A.C. R4-28-1101(A). Realty Power and
Gonzalez have violated A.R.S. §§ 32-2153(A)(3),
(A)(21), (A)(22) and A.A.C. R4-28-801(A), (C),
and A.A.C. R4-28-1101(A).
DISPOSITION: Realty Power, Gonzalez and
Solorio shall dismiss, with prejudice, their ap-
peal filed on March 25, 1997, in the Court of
Appeals, Division One, with all parties to bear
their individual attorney fees and costs. The
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and
Order entered by the Commissioner on March
22, 1996, are hereby vacated.

Solorio’s application for renewal of his
real estate broker’s license is approved and his
license renewed, but it shall be suspended for
a period of 90 days effective upon the date of
this Consent Order. Prior to reinstatement of his
license, Solorio shall satisfy all of the following
conditions:
a. Solorio shall pay a civil penalty in the amount
of $2,000.
b. He shall take 12 hours of continuing educa-
tion in topics specified by the Department in
addition to continuing education required for li-
cense renewal.

Gonzalez and Realty Power’s applications
for renewal of their broker’s licenses are ap-
proved and their licenses renewed upon
satisfaction of the following conditions:
a. Realty Power and Gonzalez shall each pay a
civil penalty in the amount of $2,000.
b. Gonzalez shall take 24 hours of continuing ed-
ucation in topics specified by the Department in
addition to continuing education required for li-
cense renewal.

H-1895
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2153(B)(6). He received compensation while his
license was expired, in violation of A.R.S. §§ 32-
2153(A)(10) and 32-2155(A).

He failed to pay the Commissioner the bi-
ennial renewal fee promptly and before the time
specified, in violation of A.R.S. § 32-
2153(A)(14). 

Success, by and through Jilbert, employed
and paid compensation to a salesperson whose
license had expired, in violation of A.R.S. §§ 32-
2153(A)(6), 32-2153(A)(10) and 32-2155(A).

Jilbert, as designated broker for Success,
failed to exercise reasonable supervision over
the activities of Yannone in violation of A.R.S.
§ 32-2153(A)(21).

Yannone and Jilbert demonstrated negli-
gence in performing an act for which a license
is required, in violation of A.R.S. § 32-
2153(A)(22). Yannone disregarded or violated
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes, Title
32, Chapter 20, within the meaning of A.R.S. §
32-2153(A)(3).

Success, by and through Yannone, en-
gaged in activities for which a real estate license
is required in violation of Arizona Revised
Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 20, within the mean-
ing of A.R.S. § 32-2122(B).
DISPOSITION: Yannone individually, and Jil-
bert and Success collectively, shall each pay a
civil penalty in the amount of $500. Yannone and
Jilbert shall each take six hours of continuing
education in topics specified by the Depart-
ment in addition to continuing education
required for license renewal.

Success, Jilbert and Yannone shall offer to
refund commissions and/or compensation
earned by Yannone while his license was ex-
pired.

H-1900
In the matter of the subdivision law viola-
tions of RDC Homes, L.L.C. and Robert P.
Baker, and in the matter of the real estate
broker’s license of Robert P. Baker.
Scottsdale
DATE OF ORDER: August 22, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: Baker is currently a self-em-
ployed real estate broker. His license expires
January 31, 1998. RDC Homes is an Arizona
limited liability company located in Maricopa
County authorized to transact business in Ari-
zona. Baker is listed as Member/Manager of
RDC. Blackhawk Land Group, located in Mari-
copa County, is a limited liability company
authorized to do business in Arizona. W.C.
Baker, the father of Robert Baker, is listed as
Member/Manager of Blackhawk.

Mountain View Estates Units 1, 2 and 3
constitute subdivisions within the meaning of
A.R.S. § 32-2101, et seq., and are located in
Pinal County.

On April 25, 1995, the Department issued
Blackhawk a public report for the sale of unim-
proved lots in Mountain View Estates Unit 1. On
May 11, 1995, the Department issued Black-
hawk a public report for the sale of unimproved
lots in Mountain View Estates Units 2 and 3.
These public reports did not allow the sale of im-
proved lots.

In July 1995, RDC entered into an option
to purchase agreement with Blackhawk for the

purchase of lots and/or parcels in Mountain
View Estates. In November 1995, RDC and
Blackhawk amended the purchase option by
entering into an amended purchase option giv-
ing RDC the option to purchase six or more lots
and/or parcels within Mountain View Estates.

From November 9, 1995 to March 22,
1996, RDC, through Baker, offered for sale all
of the lots and sold fewer than six, in Mountain
View Estates Unit 1 which were owned by Black-
hawk and which RDC had an option to purchase
,without giving written notice to or obtaining
prior approval from the Commissioner.

On March 14, 1996, RDC entered into a
purchase contract agreement with a buyer for
the sale of an improved lot in Mountain View Es-
tates Unit 1.

On March 22, 1996, Blackhawk and RDC
voluntarily suspended sales and Blackhawk
withdrew its public report.

RDC and Baker did not obtain a public re-
port separate from the public report issued to
Blackhawk prior to offering the subdivided lands
for sale or lease. RDC did not obtain a Subse-
quent Owner Exemption pursuant to A.R.S. §
32-2181(B).

The Department requested copies of RDC’s
records relating to the sale or lease of Moun-
tain View Estates. Baker failed to disclose
records relating to the sale of four lots to Mam-
moth Investments, Inc. When the Department
questioned Baker about the records, he said he
did not have a copy of the purchase agreement
contract relating to the sale of lots to Mammoth
Investments in his possession.

The Commissioner has not exempted
Mountain View Estates Units 1, 2 and 3 from the
provisions of A.R.S. § 32-2181 as permitted
pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 32-2181.01 and 32-
2181.02.

On December 18, 1996, the Commission-
er issued an amended public report to
Blackhawk approving the sale or lease of im-
proved or unimproved lots, parcels or fractional
interests in Mountain View Estates Unit 1. On
April 2, 1997, the Department granted RDC a
Subsequent Owner Exemption for the sale or
lease of lots, parcels of fractional interests in
Mountain View Estates Unit 1.
VIOLATIONS:By failing to keep records of all
transactions as required by A.R.S. § 32-
2151.01(A), Baker failed to maintain a complete
record of each transaction that comes within the
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes, Title
32, Chapter 20, in violation of A.R.S. § 32-
2153(A)(18).

RDC and Baker demonstrated negligence
within the meaning of A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(22)
by failing to maintain complete records and by
failing to obtain prior approval from the Com-
missioner prior to offering Mountain View
Estates lots for sale.

By engaging in the sale of lands as refer-
enced above, RDC and Baker have sold lots
without giving prior written notice to or ob-
taining prior approval from the Commissioner,
in violation of A.R.S. § 32-2181(A).

RDC and Baker failed to obtain a public re-
port from the Commissioner prior to offering
lots for sale or lease, in violation of A.R.S. § 32-
2183(E).

DISPOSITION: RDC and Baker shall offer rescis-
sion to all persons who purchased lots from
RDC in the Mountain View Estates Unites 1, 2
or 3 before April 2, 1997. RDC and Baker are as-
sessed, collectively, a civil penalty in the amount
of $5,000.

H-1716
Larry R. McGowen
Glendale
DATE OF ORDER: August 18, 1997
FINDINGS OF FACT: On July 19, 1995, the Com-
missioner entered into a Consent Order with
McGowen in which McGowen was issued a
two-year provisional cemetery license and a
real estate salesperson’s license.

The Order stipulated that:
a. McGowen provide a copy of the Order to
each designated broker who employed him as
a real estate salesperson and/or cemetery sales-
person during the two-year period.
b. A statement from each designated broker
who employed McGowen acknowledging re-
view of a copy of the Order and agreeing to
serve as McGowen’s Practice Monitor along
with its attendant responsibilities.
c. McGowen would be and remain a law-abid-
ing citizen and comply with the provisions of
Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 20
and the Commissioner’s Rules.

From July 21, 1995 through May 30, 1997,
McGowen was employed as a real estate sales-
person by American Executives Realty and
Investments, Inc. Since February 20, 1997, Mc-
Gowen has been employed as a cemetery
salesperson by SCI Arizona Funeral Services,
Inc. That license expired June 30, 1997.

On June 26, 1997, McGowen filed a time-
ly application for renewal of his cemetery
salesperson’s license wherein he disclosed an
October 30, 1996 misdemeanor DUI convic-
tion.

As a result of the conviction his driver’s li-
cense was suspended for 30 days and restricted
for 60 days. He was fined $400 and ordered to
attend and complete an alcohol treatment pro-
gram. McGowen attests to having completed the
terms as ordered by the Court.
VIOLATIONS: McGowen failed to disclose the
October 30, 1996 DUI conviction to the Com-
missioner as required by A.A.C.
R4-28-301(C)(1). As a result of his conduct, Mc-
Gowen disregarded or violated the provisions
of Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 20
and the Commissioner’s Rules pursuant to
A.R.S. § 32-2153(A)(3).

As a result of his conduct, McGowen vio-
lated the terms and conditions of the
Commissioner’s Order, pursuant to A.R.S. §
32-2153(A)(26) [now (A)(24)]. His actions have
shown he is not a person of honesty, truthful-
ness and good character, in violation of A.R.S.
§ 32-2153(B)(7).
DISPOSITION: McGowen’s real estate sales-
person’s license is revoked. McGowen’s
application for renewal of his cemetery sales-
person’s license is approved and his license
renewed upon entry of this Consent Order.

McGowen shall take 12 hours of continu-
ing education in topics specified by the
Department.
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How to contact ADRE by
phone, fax and modem

PHOENIX OFFICE

(602) 468-1414
Fax Numbers
Administration

(602) 468-0562
Education and Licensing

(602) 955-6284
Subdivisions

(602) 955-9361 

Customer Services—Extension 100
Public Information Officer—Extension 168

TUCSON OFFICE
(520) 628-6940

fax (520) 628-6941

FAX RESPONSE SERVICE
(602) 468-1414, Extension 3

WORLD WIDE WEB
www.adre.org

E-MAIL
cdowns@adre.org

Arizona Deparment of Real Estate
2910 N. 44th Street, Suite 100
Phoenix AZ 85018

One of the first things Gov. Jane Dee
Hull did after taking office was to

ask each State agency to describe to her
its responsibilities and recent accom-
plishments.

The following is an excerpt from
the response from the Arizona Depart-
ment of Real Estate:

Key Programs
The primary function of the Depart-
ment of Real Estate is to license,
regulate and discipline approximately
50,000 real estate, cemetery and mem-
bership campground salespersons and
brokers; and developers of time-shares,
subdivisions, unsubdivided lands, ceme-
teries and membership campgrounds.

We process approximately 1,000
development applications per year, au-
thorizing sales through the issuance of
a public report. Authorization to sell is
required for six or more lots in subdi-
visions and unsubdivided lands; 12 or
more time-share intervals; membership
camping contracts and cemetery plots.

We maintain the Real Estate Re-
covery Fund. When citizens have been
determined by a court to have suffered
monetary damage by acts of licensees,
and licensees are subsequently deter-
mined to have insufficient assets to pay
the judgment, citizens may apply to the
Recovery Fund for payment of the judg-
ment, to a maximum of $20,000 per
transaction and $40,000 per licensee. As
of June 30, 1997, the balance in the
Recovery Fund was $1.4 million.

The Department’s Customer Ser-
vices Division responds to 80,000
telephone calls each year to answer
real-estate related questions.

We regulate approximately 110 real
estate schools and the 7,000 prelicen-
sure and continuing education courses
taught by those schools.

Performance and Productivity
Since January 1997, we have reduced
the time required to examine an appli-

cation for a public report from 13 weeks
to three weeks.

We have installed an up-to-date
computer system serving the entire De-
partment and, through our own
expertise, have saved $750,000 in ac-
quisition costs and will save $40,000
annually in service contracts.

Since January 1996 we have re-
duced the existing case load in the
Auditing and Investigations Division
from 650 to 120 active cases.

The processing time for license
changes and renewals has been reduced
from six weeks to three days.

Comparison With Other States
In an international competition spon-
sored by the Association of Real Estate
License Law Officials (ARELLO), the
Department’s Arizona Real Estate Bul-
letin was judged the best real estate
regulatory agency newsletter for 1997.

Our prelicensure education pro-
gram is so effective that we have the
highest percentage of license candi-
dates in the Western states who pass
the national section of the real estate
examination.

We are one of five states certified
with HUD which means that, because of
our through public report program,
HUD accepts our process instead of re-
quiring certain subdividers to obtain a
HUD report.

The time required to obtain a real
estate license in Arizona, from com-
pletion of prelicensure education to
being issued a license, is five days com-
pared to five months in California.

Innovation
We are on the cutting edge of comput-
er technology with our web site. We
continuously get compliments on our
site and are planning to make available,
through the site, the names, business
address and telephone number, and li-
cense expiration date of all active
licensees.

ADRE web site
lar pages on the site, after the Table of
Contents, are the summaries of Ad-
ministrative Actions published in the
Arizona Real Estate Bulletin. Among
publications available on our web site,
the Bulletin is by far the most popular.

The Department has more than 300
pages posted on its site. Topics include
a description of the Department’s re-
sponsibilities, the location of our offices,
publications—including forms, the Bul-
letin and Substantive Policy Statements,
information about obtaining a license, a
list of approved schools offering preli-
censure and continuing education
courses, information about filing a com-
plaint against a real estate licensee, and
links to other web pages of interest to
licensees and the public. We invite you
to visit the site at www.adre.org.

Department describes duties,
accomplishments to Gov. Hull

Continued from page 2


